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EXECUTIVE SECRETAR,

COMMENTS OF WORLDCOM

At the February 21, 2001, Agenda Conference, the Directors requested Comments on
certain issues related to the provision of universal service in Tennessee. At the Pre-Hearing
Conference held on April 3, 2001, the Pre-Hearing Officer asked interested parties to comment
on whether the Authority may request revenue information from commercial mobile radio
service providers (CMRS), or wireless carriers, and whether wireless carriers should be required
to contribute the state universal service fund. MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.
(“WorldCom”) hereby files its comments in response to that request.

It is WorldCom’s position that any universal service fund should be targeted to end users
as narrowly and as precisely as possible and that the financial contributions needed to support
such a fund should be spread within the telecommunications industry as widely as possible. This
position is based on economic, policy and market facts. First, from an economic perspective, the
financial burden for social programs should be spread as widely as possible because the cost
burden is ultimately borne by consumers that do not directly benefit from the program. The
incidence of the cost burden will affect the prices of other services and thus the level of those
services that are produced and consumed. As a means to minimize the economic dislocations
associated with the support mechanism, the price effect on other services will be smaller the
larger the effective assessment base is. For this reason, the support for the Tennessee state

universal service program under development in this docket should assess wireless as well as
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wireline carriers. The assessment for all carriers should be based on end user intrastate
revenues.'

Secondly, from a market perspective, it is undeniable that wireless services function as
effective substitutes for both local and toll calls carried over wireline networks. In this market
environment, to assess one class of carriers while exempting others is patently inequitable and
unsustainable. From a policy perspective, the assessment mechanism must be competitively
neutral. Competitive neutrality requires that the assessment mechanism neither benefit nor
penalize any carrier or group of carriers. According to the FCC, competitive neutrality requires
that “no entity receives an unfair competitive advantage that may skew the marketplace or inhibit
competition by limiting the available quantity of services or restricting the entry of potential
service providers.”> FCC USF Order at §48. In addition, the FCC determined that any universal
service funding mechanism should be technologically neutral—i.e. that “universal service
support should not be biased toward any particular technologies.” Id. at §49. These principles of
competitive and technological neutrality require that wireless carriers should not only pay into

any universal service fund, but should also be able to take out from such a fund. Indeed, wireless

carriers should be able to gain eligible carrier status pursuant to §214 of the 1996 Act and should

! There are more equitable assessment bases other than intrastate end user revenues that could be adopted. For

example, the $50 million state USF in New York is supported by assessments on total intrastate revenue less
deductions for payments made to other carriers for such inputs as UNEs and access services.  As such, the
mechanism used in New York assesses value added rather than billed revenue. In an effort to avoid added
controversy and complications, WorldCom is not advocating the use of the New York assessment mechanism in this
docket but stands ready to assist the TRA in understanding the benefits of that mechanism. Separately, WorldCom
wishes to remind the TRA of the ongoing discussions regarding the federal assessment mechanism referred to in
footnote 3.

2 Report and Order, In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45,
Adopted May 7, 1997. (“FCC USF Order”).
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receive support from the universal service fund for providing the supported services on the same

terms and conditions that an ILEC or any other wireline carrier is eligible to receive support from

the fund.
Respectfully submitted,
! E - h"’f wtm
Susan Berlin
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Concourse Corporate Center Station
Atlanta, GA 30328
(888)823-9658
Counsel for MCI WorldCom
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded

via U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, to the following on this the 14th day of May, 2001.

Guy Hicks, Esq.

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
333 Commerce Street

Suite 2101

Nashville, TN 37201-3300

Jim Lamoureux, Esq.

AT&T Communications of the South
Central States

Room 8068

1200 Peachtree St., NE

Atlanta, GA 30309

Tim Phillips, Esq.

Office of the Attorney General

Consumer Advocate and Protection Division
P.O. Box 20207

Nashville, TN 37202

LaDon Baltimore, Esq.

Farrar & Bates

211 Seventh Ave., North Suite 320
Nashville, TN 37219-1823

Jon Hastings, Esq.

Boult, Cummings, Conners & Berry, PLC
414 Union St., Suite 1600

Nashville, TN 37219

Dan Elrod, Esq.

Trabue, Sturdivant, et al.
511 Union St., Suite 2500
Nashville, TN 37219-1738

T. G. Pappas, Esq.

Bass, Berry & Sims, PL.C

315 Deaderick St., Suite 2700
Nashville, TN 37238-0002
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D. Billye Sanders, Esq.

Waller, Lansden, Dortch & Davis
511 Union St., Suite 2100
Nashville, TN 37219-8966

XO Communications, Inc.
Dana Shaffer, Esq.

105 Molloy St., Suite 100
Nashville, TN 37201

Val Sanford, Esq.

Gullett, Sanford, Robinson & Martin
230 4™ Ave., North 3™ Floor
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

Richard Tettlebaum, Esq.

Citizens Telecommunications, Inc.
6905 Rockledge Dr., Suite 600
Bethesda, MD 20817

Guildford Thornton, Esq.
Stokes & Martholomew, PA
424 Church St., Suite 2800
Nashville, TN 37219-2323

Charles B. Welch, Esq.
Farris, Mathews, et al.

618 Church St., Suite 300
Nashville, TN 37243-0375

James Wright, Esq

United Telephone — Southeast
14111 Capitol Blvd.

Wake Forest, NC 27587

Jack McFadden, Director

Dept. of Finance & Administration
598 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37242-0560



Jane Walters, Commissioner
Department of Education

710 James Robertson Parkway
6" Floor

Nashville, TN 37219-0375

Thomas J. Curran

360 Communications Co.
8725 W. Higgins Rd.
Chicago, IL 60631

William C. Carriger, Esq.
Strang, Fletcher

One Union St.

Suite 400

Chattanooga, TN 37402

Richard Cys, Esq.

Davis, Wright Termaine
1500 K Street, Suite 450
Washington, DC 20005

Sheila Davis

Chaz Taylor, Inc.

3401 West End Ave., Suite 318
Nashville, TN 37205

Nanette Edwards, Esq.
DeltaCom, Inc.

700 Blvd., South Suite 101
Huntsville, AL 35802

Denise Newman
Phoenix Network
1687 Cole Blvd.
Golden, CO 80401

Michael Romano, Esq.

Mark Pasko, Esq.

Swidler & Berlin

3000 K. Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007-5116
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Richard Smith, President
Standard Communications Co.
302 Sunset Dr., Suite 101

- Johnson City, TN 37604

Daniel M. Waggoner, Esq.
Davis Wright Tremaine

1501 Fourth Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101-1684

Ozel Allen

Tennessee Co-Ops

5755 Short Mountain Rd.
McMinnville, TN 37110




